A characteristic inherent in a democratic State is a guarantee of freedom of opinion and expression by every citizen. However, the space for freedom cannot be misused to express various ideas or views so that it becomes a tool to attack human rights and the freedom of others manifested in the form of hate speech. Acts of hate speech are currently getting more and more attention from various circles, not only for law enforcers and practitioners, politicians, information and communication technology experts. But it is also a very serious concern for the Indonesian government to form and give birth to regulations concerning to handling of hate speech. Moreover, caring for diversity and harmonization in diversity in the era of globalization of information technology is the biggest challenge today. In this study, phenomenology is used as research design whereas purposive sampling from online media is used to collect the data. The aim is to maintain unity in the midst of a multicultural community life such as Batu Bara. On the other hand, the emergence of discussions about hate speech actually gave the object of a new study for linguistics. Based on the linguistic perspective, hate speech is a phenomenon of offensive language that can present linguistic data and can be analyzed linguistically. Therefore, this article conceptually describes the role of linguistics and linguists in understanding and explaining the subject of hate speech.
Introduction
A democratic country like Indonesia has several characteristics including guaranteeing freedom of expression and opinion for every citizen. It is regulated in the constitution of article 28 paragraph (2) and paragraph (3) which guarantees the right of every person to express their thoughts and attitudes according to their conscience and the right to issue opinions. Even so, according to Rongiyati (2015) freedom is still to be limited given that Indonesia is a country that has a diversity of cultures, customs and beliefs. Therefore, according to him, Indonesia's biggest challenge is managing and anticipating acts of the arena of struggle from "war with firearms" to "war with words" (Ahnaf and Suhadi, 2015) .
Hate speeches do not only occur in Indonesia, according to Sihombing, et al (2012) the act of utterance of hatred and blasphemy of religion also occurs in various European countries, Jordan, Egypt and Pakistan (read also Goldberg, 2015; Townsend; 2014;
Ezeibe and Ikeanyibe; Imparsial, 2017) . Even quoting Teja (2017) , case of hate speech also occurred in India and the United Arab Emirates.
UNESCO as a United Nations (UN) organization defines hate speech (Gagliardon, 2015) , as a message of hatred that reflects an expression of incitement to harm (specifically discrimination, hostility and violence) against certain social or demographic groups, such as defending, threatening words, or encouraging acts of violence. This definition is sometimes extended to expressions that foster a climate of prejudice and intolerance that is assumed to fuel discrimination, hostility and attacks. In addition, citing the definition given by the Council of Europe (Weber, 2009) , that hate speech includes all forms of expression that are spread to incite, promote or justify racial hatred, xenophobia, anti-Semitism, or other forms of hatred rooted in intolerance, including intolerance expressed nationalism and aggressive ethnocentrism, discrimination and hostility towards minorities and immigrants. In fact, in general language, the definition of hate speech tends to expand, sometimes even including words that insult the government or the individual. Especially at crucial times, such as during elections, hate speeches are vulnerable to manipulation. Politicians attack each other by spreading hate speech to seize and maintain power (Santoso, 2016; 88 ).
An interesting thing about this hate speech is that there is currently no definition of hate speech that is universally acceptable (Weber, 2015: 3) . In Indonesia, there are at least two institutions that can be referred to understand the definition of hate speech. First, referring to Kaplori (Head of Indonesian Police Department) Circular Letter Number: SE / 6 / X / 2015 concerning hate speech that what is meant by hate speech is the whole act of being insulting, defaming, blasphemous, unpleasant actions, provoking, inciting or spreading false news (see also Mangantibe, 2016 
Literature Review
It has been stated above that hate speech can be interpreted as words, behaviors, and writings carried out by individuals or groups in the form of provocation, incitement or insult to other individuals or groups. Hate speech usually touches many aspects ranging from race, color, ethnicity, gender, disability, sexual orientation, citizenship, to religion and others (Teja, 2017) . Moving on from this kind of understanding, it can be said that all expressions of hate speech are realized through both verbal and nonverbal language that aims to discriminate, intimidate, dominate and create hostility and violence.
In harmony with the above, language is a reflection of its users. In other words, lan- violence is violence that uses language, namely violence that uses words, sentences and other language elements.
As a social action, the speech act is also the act of the speaker positioning himself in social relations with the speech partner, whether equal, higher or lower. Therefore a speech can contain different intentions when used in different contexts. Based on its suitability with social objectives, Leech (1993) distinguishes speech acts into four types, namely (1) conflictive speech acts, (2) competitive speech acts, (3) collaborative speech acts, (4) convivial speech acts. In this case, the social purpose of speaking is to create a harmonious relationship between speakers and partners. Based on the distinction of the four types of speech acts, the conflictive speech acts tend to lead to acts of hate speech (check Baryadi, 2012 
Context and hate speech
It has been mentioned above, that to analyze hate speech, we can use critical discourse analysis and speech act theory, because both consider the context in analyzing linguistic data. Therefore in this section we will describe the context in understanding acts of hate speech based on a critical discourse analysis approach and speech act theory.
Citing Eriyanto ( 1. "Someone won two gold medals" -is a statement by the speaker expressing the commitment on the assumption that the speaker is not at all and does not yet know that "sw2gm".
2. "Who won two gold medals?" -is a question that intends to ask for the identity of "sw2gm" that you want to know.
3. "Who won two gold medals?" -is a compliment made by the winner's mother. With that utterance the mother gives the opportunity to "sw2gm" say "I did"
4. "Who won two gold medals?" -is a speech that expresses the pride of "sw2gm" in front of the audience.
5. "Be the one who wins two gold medals!" -is a command by a coach to the athletes to become "sw2gm".
Based on the five illustrations above, it can be seen that the power of the illocutionary speech acts has different purposes, depending on the context of speech. In other words, illocutionary speech acts may cause different powers as meant by the speaker and can mean to express, praise, ask, boast, command.
Perlocutions are the acts by saying something to influence feelings, thoughts and actions (the act by saying something) (1962: 101). In other words, perlocution is the result of illocutionary speech acts. For example, utterance (1a) can make the speaker know, (1b) makes the speaker give answers, (1c) makes the speaker feel happy.
Research Method
The method used in this paper is descriptive qualitative. This research method aims to describe, summarize various conditions, various situations, or various phenomena of social reality. The study also attempts to draw the reality to the surface as a character- 
Result and Discussion
The following describes how the phenomenon of hate speech can be observed and analyzed using a pragmatic approach, especially the study of speech acts. First of all, to be able to apply the theory of speech acts is to know the illocutionary classification as suggested by Searle (1969) . The proposed classification is based on the three main principles, namely, (1) illocutionary point or illocutionary meaning uttered by speakers, (2) words adapted to world of reality (direction of fit), (3) psychologically expressed with sincerity (psychological states/ sincerity condition). Searle has also proposed the idea that the realization of the use of speech acts is influenced by four conditions which he then calls constitutive rules of a speech act, namely (1) the condition of the contents of the proposition, (2) the conditions of preparation, (3) the condition of sincerity, and (4) essential conditions. According to him, each of these conditions can distinguish the intent of each form of speech acts from one
another. There are five illocutionary classifications proposed by Searle (1979) , namely:
1. Assertives: speech acts that involve speakers on the propositional truth expressed.
2. Directive: speech act that is intended by the speaker to make the listener does something. 3. Commissive: is a speech act that binds speakers to an action that will be done in the future. 4. Expressive: is a speech act that expresses the psychological attitudes of speakers to a situation. 5. Declarations: are illocutionary acts which if the performance is successful will cause good correspondence between the propositional contents to reality.
For the sake of this study, an example of utterance quoted from Facebook group account that occurred during the local election in Batu Bara, it goes as follows: To analyze it, we have to determine initially, the type of illocutionary speech act from HS 1 that is by applying the rules of speech constituted as shown in the table below, (Austin, 1962) . This The sub-type truth can be tested by the performative hypothesis and paraphrase technique as described earlier. Consider the following illustration: (2) I hereby {predict} that in the near future Indonesia will become China.
Based on the above paraphrase technique, it can be said that utterance (2) is an assertive of predicting sub-type, the speaker intended to predict what would happen if the Chinese and the foreign workers from China had succeeded in carrying out Indonesia.
Based on the explanation above, it can be concluded that utterances (1) and (2) are provoking hate speeches. With these utterances, the speaker provoked listeners to stop
Chinese ethnic hegemony in Indonesia by all means. In turn, the utterances can lead to physical violence. It also proves that the pragmatic approach especially the speech act theory can be applied to analyze whether an utterance contains elements of hate speech or not.
